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prosecuted him so inefficiently ? Hastings either knew
of these proceedings or he did not. If he did not, how
could he prosecute at all ? If he did, why did he not
put them in ?

Jf Hastings were capable of corrupting judges, he was
also capahle of suborning false witnesses. Why did he not
do so ? Obviously he did not, but was he the man to
commit a crime by halves ? Was it likely that he should
in some mysterious way corrupt four judges, and yet
neglect the precaution of giving them the evidence
which would secure and justify them in carrying out
their part of the bargain ?

This introduces the next difficulty in the way of sup-
posing that there was a conspiracy between Hastings and
Impey. Impey was but one of four judges, and he had
absolutely no power in the matter of Nuncomar s trial
which was not equally possessed by all of them. If there-
fore Hastings was the real mover in the prosecution, and
was determined to secure a verdict, it would be necessary
not merely to corrupt Impey, but to corrupt the other
three judges and all the twelve jurymen.

The way in which Macaulay, Mr. Merivale, and Mr.
Beveridge overlook this matter appears to me a proof of
culpable haste in their judgment. The way in which
this argument was dealt with by Sir Gilbert Elliot in his
motion for the impeachment seems to rne uncandid.

Macaulay and Mr. Merivale take absolutely no notice
of the existence of the other three judges., Sir Gilbert
Elliot misstates Impey's argument founded on this fact
and gives a wholly irrelevant answer to it. 1 Impey
justly remarked that he was but one of four judges,
the authority of each of the other three being equal
1 Parl Hist, xm. U12, 1413.